
REYDON PARISH COUNCIL 
Extraordinary Meeting ref consultation, Pathfinder Project, Easton 

Bavents  
Date of Meeting 6th September 2012 
Present Chairman, Cllr Remblance, Cllrs Mrs Hunt, Mrs Jordan, Mrs Hocken, Mrs Humphry, 

McElarney, Mrs Jolley, Stone, Drake, and Ms Trayler. 
In Attendance Clerk Mrs K Savage, D Cllr Mrs Allen, Arthur Charvonia, Deputy Ch Exec, WDC; Philip 

Ridley, Head of Planning; James Sharp, Pellings LLP; Bill Parker, Deputy Head of 
Planning SCDC 

Approx 70 members of the Public were present 
   
1 Opening - The meeting was declared open at 7.30pm 
 
2 PUBLIC FORUM –  
 
Mr Charvonia’s Report –  
 The Pathfinder Project was a Government initiative to address coastal erosion. In the WDC area this 

affected Corton and Easton Bavents (EB), the site affecting this Council. There were 9 properties to 
be addressed in this project, some of which had already been lost. Mr Charvonia referred to a map 
of predicted erosion at EB, which was on display, which showed the rate at which the erosion was 
expected to affect remaining buildings. He then emphasised that this meeting was not a planning 
consultation, but a pre-planning consultation, and if the proposed site was agreed, a planning 
application would then ensue. 

 
Mr Ridley’s report –  
 Mr Ridley referred to some of the letters and e-mails which had been received by the consultation, 

and that several inferred that the Rissemere Lane East proposed site was actually a ‘done deed’. He 
refuted these claims, and outlined the planning process. This site had been selected by the Board 
for various reasons, but only when all interested parties agreed with them could a planning 
application be submitted, The current consultation was being conducted In order to gather the 
general feeling ref this site. 

 
Mr Sharp’s report –  
 Pellings LLP had been appointed by the Pathfinder Board to work with the EB landowners, and 

determine their requirements and preferences. It had been decided that all properties in the 
Shoreline Management Plan should be included. The landowners had expressed preferences which 
included  an open site with sea views; owners sites nearest the cliffs should be dealt with first; the 
proposed site layout should mimic that currently at EB. All land in Rissemere Lane East was part of 
an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), but the Waveney Plan allowed for this in these 
circumstances. Mr Sharp then referred to other proposed sites, saying that some were deemed too 
remote, others too open, and others too near the flood plain. The landowners of the remaining sites 
had been contacted, and the owner of the site in Rissemere Lane East had come forward. Ref 
proposed plots, planning policies state that replacement dwellings must be as close in design to the 
previous properties at EB as possible. The proposed site would require widening of the road 15m 
either side of the entrance to the site, which would be 20m wide itself. A passing place would be 
installed along Rissemere Lane East, between Cox’s lane and the proposed development. When the 
EB landowners moved, their previous properties would have to be demolished, or handed over to be 
put to use by the local community. 

 
QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 
 Res.1 – EB owners had been given a lot of power, and some houses/plots had recently been bought 

very cheaply as a speculative venture. The site at Wangford Road was much better. Q - Shouldn’t the 
community have been consulted earlier? 

 AC – Speculative purchases were not appropriate to the Pathfinder Project – each case will vary. 
 
 Res.2 – Only 3 EB properties were currently occupied. For the Pathfinder Project not to distinguish 

between these and holiday homes was daft. The consultation was flawed because no other options 
had been put forward. Q1 – had the WDC/SCDC Planning Department given advice? Q2 – Had 
Planning Officers advised on policy DM22 ref land adjacent to existing settlements? 

 PR – Q1 – yes planning officers had been involved, giving advice on an informal level. The proposed 
site is best option under policy DM22. This policy is the starting point. All  the EB houses are seen 
as dwelling houses. 

 
 Res.3 – Q - What makes this site preferable? 
 JS – the project was looking for somewhere available, affordable and deliverable. 



 Res. 4 – Q – The plan must also be acceptable. Rissemere lane East is part of a National Cycle Route, 
a kind of Reydon counterpart to Southwold’s Common. Has the traffic situation been properly 
looked at? 

 
 Res. 5 – Q. -  Why is the linear arrangement so important? Why not use Compulsory Purchase 

Orders? 
 JS – This idea is likely to have less impact on the landscape. 
 AC – The Waveney Pathfinder Project was not funded for comp Purchase Orders. The linear 

arrangement was the EB landowners preference. 
 
 Dr T Coffey, MP – Could Mr Ridley say who will be responsible for demolition of the EB properties, 

and what is the maximum compensation? 
 AC – The proposal is that any planning permission would have a restriction saying that the EB 

property must be demolished before the replacement one is inhabited. Currently, through 
Government funding from DeFRA and The Environment Agency, there is a maximum figure of 
£6.5k. 

 BP – the owners of the properties will be responsible for their own demolition, but will need to apply 
for permission to go ahead. 

 
 Res. 6 – Why don’t you slow the process down? The EB residents have been involved for 2 years – 

not so the Reydon residents. 
 AC – The Rissemere Lane East site was offered free of charge. Since the Pathfinder Project must 

make the best use of funds, this became a good option for this reason alone. After discovering that 
this would have been unlawful, other site options were re-visited. The Board is happy to receive 
other options, and happy to extend the deadline on the current consultation. 

 
 Res. 7 – Q1 - What is a settlement? If a building is in the middle of nowhere, what happens to the 

settlement boundary? Q2 – Why was this site available since all previous planning applications for it 
had been refused? 

 PR – if permission is granted, it wouldn’t change the Village envelope, since the current proposed 
site is an Exception site.  

 PC Chairman – ref Q2., for clarification, there was only 1 previous application which was fior a 
farmhouse and a lambing shed. This was refused by WDC, went to the Planning Inspectorate who 
dismissed it. 

 PR – this site is available only under Planning Policy DM22. 
 
 Res.8 – Q. – Ref the importance of this consultation, was the Parish Council made aware in good 

time? 
 Clerk – PC was made aware, but didn’t receive the consultation document before the recess – hence 

this Extraordinary Meeting. 
 
 Res.9 – There is not much of a community in EB, if all properties are to be replaced, there are many 

houses for sale in the adjacent area right now. 
 
 Res.10 – This proposal wouldn’t have gone ahead if it was on the open market, ref speculation. 
 PR – The project is for the relocation of 9 properties. Planning Permission, in general, deals with 

land use, whether the land is used by a chalet, a caravan or a dwelling. It’s one and the same thing 
for Planning. There are ways that future occupancy could be controlled, for example, any property 
could only be sold to local residents. 

 
 Res.11 – Have you considered that you might ask for proof from the EB landowners that they have 

lived there, and will live in the new property for perhaps 3 years? 
 PR – this proposal is illegal, but the suggestion of a proposal to control in some way is a pertinent 

point to put forward. 
 
 Res.12 – If all properties are thought to disappear within the next 20 years, what then will be done 

to protect Southwold? 
 
 Res.13 – This resident presented a petition of some 365 + signatures against the proposal, and 

referred to a report by DeFRA, which mentions 9 households in EB. In clarification he pointed out 
that most were second homes, some bought very cheaply quite recently, and only 3 properties were 
inhabited throughout the year. In the report there was no mention of the arable land, also being 
lost to the sea. The only site mentioned in the DeFRA report was the Wangford road site. 

 AC – Thus far, no decisions have been made, and all comments from this meeting will be 
considered. 

 



 Res. 14 – Did the Pathfinder Group adhere to the Localism Act 2011, and the Nolan principles? Has 
WDC adopted the new Code of Conduct? 

 
 Res.15 – If I bought a property for say £50k, I would not be allowed to do something similar to this 

proposal. The Board is trying to do its job without getting comments. 
 
 Res. 16 – Can we trust you – ref an e-mail to Bill Parker, Chair of the Board from an EB resident, 

saying that “the Board must mount a campaign to relocate to Rissemere Lane East”. Mr Parker’s 
response was allegedly “ I share your concern”. 

 AC – Mr Parker, and WDC, have done nothing which would compromise the project; there is no 
‘done deal’, and no ‘backhanders’ have been received. 

    
3 Receipt and Acceptance of Apologies for Absence –  

Cllr Miss Clark – Holiday 
Cllr Bailey - Holiday 

These apologies were formally unanimously accepted. 
 

4 Declarations of Interest in any item on the agenda –  
  Cllr Mrs Jordan  Dispensation signed and handed to the clerk prior to the meeting 
 
5 Consideration of comments to Pathfinder Project consultation –  
 Comments agreed as follows :- 
 

a) Council feels that the Pathfinder Board should have gone to the Community at the point 
when a preferred site was being sought, rather than deciding on one themselves, and then asking 
the Community to consult only on that.  
b) With reference to the opportunity of gaining the Rissemere Lane East site without cost (later 
found to be unlawful), other costs would be necessary at this site, such as widening the road, 
providing passing places, and the infrastructure needed in getting mains services onto the site, 
none of which would be necessary at the Wangford Road site, as the houses could be built 
alongside the road necessitating only driveways, and all services are in place. 
c) Council registers its concern about the use of land outside the village envelope insofar as a 
precedent might be set in so doing, but understands the provision of, and need for Exception sites. 
d) It is thought that giving each landowner at Easton Bavents a sum of money to find a site for 
themselves, might prove a more efficient use of Government funds, and allow the landowners more 
freedom of choice. Councillors do not agree that all the landowners involved want plots in the same 
place, this statement being based on their own local knowledge 
e) When the project was first set up, it was announced that a sum of £1.5m was to be made 
available for both the Easton Bavents project and the Corton project, with the  majority used at the 
Corton site. Cllrs agreed with this, having seen the problems at Corton, but then, as now, it is felt 
there were not enough funds left to do a good job at the Easton Bavents site. 
f) During the Extraordinary Parish Council meeting, 6th September, it was stated that this 
project was seen as an experiment by the Government, from which they could extract information 
to be used in other future Pathfinder projects. Council notes that it is in the nature of 
experimenting that some must and will fail. 
g) Council feels the Consultation period should be extended, and that the Board must engage 
much more than has been the case, with the community. There has been very little contact and very 
few, and irregular, updates for the Parish Council since the project began, and an improvement in 
this regard would be appreciated. A further meeting between the Council and representatives from 
the DC and the Developers would be much appreciated, at an early opportunity 
h) In summary, Council does not support the Rissemere Lane East site as its preferred site for 
this project, and would register its deep concern over the fact that the Consultation period was held 
at the height of Summer holidays, feeling that this could be perceived as having been decided upon 
in order to lessen the objections that might have been received, had the Consultation been carried 
out at a time when fewer Reydon residents were away from home. 

 
6 Any Other Business Duly Specified  - There was none 
 
7 Close of Meeting - There being no further business, the meeting closed at 9.54pm 
 
Signed…………………………………………………. (Chairman)  Date   20th September 2012 


